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OPINIONS  OF  GENERAL  INTEREST  REGARDING  QUESTIONS  ARISING 
UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 

43.  Notice  to  manufacturers  of  kerosene  emulsions. 

It  has  been  noted  by  the  department  that  kerosene  emulsions  made  by  certain 
manufacturers  cause  serious  injury  to  the  foliage  of  various  plants  when  used  as  a 
summer  sprays  at  the  dilutions  recommended  on  the  label  by  the  manufacturer. 

These  so-called  kerosene  emulsions  on  analysis  often  show  a  water,  soap,  and  oil 
content  which  indicates  that  they  have  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  com- 
monly used  formula  of  1  gallon  of  water,  \  pound  of  soap,  and  2  gallons  of  oil,  or  in 
accordance  with  a  formula  which  gives  practically  the  same  percentage  of  oil.  How- 
ever, when  they  are  used  on  foliage  at  the  dilutions  recommended  by  the  manufacturer 
they  seriously  burn  the  foliage  of  many  varieties  of  plants,  whereas  a  well-made 
kerosene  emulsion  prepared  by  the  department  in  accordance  with  the  same  formula 
does  not  burn  the  same  varieties  of  plant  to  any  extent  when  used  as  a  summer 
spray  at  the  same  dilutions.  For  example,  well-made  kerosene  emulsion  prepared 
by  the  department  in  accordance  with  the  above  formula  did  not  show  any  serious 
injury  to  the  foliage  of  a  considerable  number  of  plants  when  used  at  a  dilution  of 
1  to  15  or  1  to  20,  yet  when  so-called  kerosene  emulsions  containing  practically  the 
same  amounts  of  oil  were  used  at  these  dilutions  on  the  same  plants  the  injury  was 
very  serious. 

A  study  of  this  question  has  convinced  the  department  that  some  manufacturers 
are  not  preparing  their  kerosene  emulsions  correctly,  so  that  when  they  are  mixed  with 
water  the  oil  separates  out  and  the  products  therefore  burn  vegetation,  which  they 
would  not  burn  if  the  emulsions  were  correctly  prepared.    There  are  also  some  indi- 

i  In  conformity  with  memorandum  No.  57  of  the  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  dated  Dec.  26, 
1913,  prescribing  a  uniform  plan  for  the  publication  of  information  bearing  on  regulatory  matters  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  this  publication  will  be  issued  by  the  Insecticide  and  Fungicide  Board.  This 
publication  is  the  medium  for  the  announcement  to  the  public  of  notices  of  court  judgments  and  official 
decisions  under  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  and  opinions  of  the  board  relating  to  the  application  of  the  law 
to  specific  points.  It  will  be  issued  as  often  as  is  necessary,  rather  than  each  month  as  in  the  past,  and 
will  be  numbered  consecutively,  beginning  with  No.  10.  In  order  to  avoid  the  publication  of  unnecessary 
matter,  the  letter  form  has  been  dispensed  with,  and  those  portions  of  the  correspondence  which  do  not 
bear  on  the  subject  in  question  have  been  omitted.  It  should  be  understood  that  any  of  the  opinions 
expressed  in  the  letters  from  which  these  extracts  are  taken  are  offered  in  an  advisory  capacity  as  represent- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  board  in  the  light  of  its  present  knowledge  and  in  the  light  of  the  facts  presented  by 
the  correspondent. 

Free  distribution  will  be  limited  to  firms,  establishments,  and  journals  especially  concerned.  Others 
desiring  copies  may  obtain  them  from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents,  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.  C,  at  5  cents  each. 
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cations  that  some  manufacturers  are  using  in  their  " kerosene  emulsions''  certain 
fractions 'of  petroleum  which  are  quite  different  from  kerosene  and  are  perhaps  the 
cause  of  this  excessive  burning. 

It  is  suggested  that  manufacturers  who  are  preparing  kerosene  emulsions  take 
careful  note  of  the  above-mentioned  findings  of  the  department  and  change  their 
method  of  manufacture,  if  a  change  is  needful,  since  kerosene  emulsions  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Insectide  Act  of  1910  which  cause  injury  to  the  vegetation  on 
which  they  are  recommended  to  be  used  when  used  at  the  dilutions  recommended 
are  adulterated  under  the  last  paragraph  of  section  7  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910, 
which  reads  as  follows: 

That  tor  the  purpose  of  this  act  an  article  shall  be  deemed  to  be  adulterated  *  *  * 
in  the  case  of  insecticides  or  fungicides  othor  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate: 
*  *  *  fourth,  if  it  is  intended  for  use  on  vegetation  and  shall  contain  any  substance 
or  mixture  of  substances  which,  although  preventing,  destroying,  repelling,  or  miti- 
gating insects,  shall  be  injurious  to  such  vegetation  when  used. 


NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 


[Given  pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.] 

166.  Misbranding  of  "Napcreol."  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Cyphers  Lice  Pow- 
der." U.  S.  v.  Cyphers  Incubator  Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $50.  (I.  &  F.  Nos.  80, 197, 
Dom.  Nos.  6671,  7242.) 

On  April  3,  1914,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of  New  York, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information,  in  two  counts, 
in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  against  the  Cyphers  Incu- 
bator Co.,  Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  a  corporation,  alleging  violations  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1910. 

In  the  first  count  of  the  information  it  was  alleged  that  the  Cyphers  Incubator  Co. 
shipped  and  delivered  for  shipment,  on  April  1, 1911,  from  Buffalo,  in  the  State  of  New 
York,  to  Alexandria,  in  the  State  of  Virginia,  a  quantity  of  an  article  designed  and 
intended  for  an  insecticide,  called  "Napcreol,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  cans  labeled 
and  branded  as  follows:  "  Napcreol.  A  Fluid  Disinfectant  For  Poultry  Houses,  Poul- 
try Coops,  etc.  Kills  Lice,  Mites,  Germs,  etc.  One  Quart,  Price  500  *  *  * 
Manufactured  in  Laboratory  of  Cyphers  Incubator  Co.  Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  U.  S.  A. "  Mis- 
branding of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser:  (a)  in  this,  that  each  of  the  labels  bore  the  false  and  mis- 
leading statement,  "One  Quart",  purporting  to  state  the  contents  of  the  package, 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  each  package  contained  less  than  one  quart,  viz,  93.96 
to  94.08  per  cent  of  one  quart;  (6)  and  in  this,  that  each  of  the  labels  bore  the  false  and 
misleading  statement,  "A  non-poisonous  fluid,"  and  a  circular  or  booklet  accompany- 
ing each  package  contained  the  statement,  "Cyphers'  Napcreol  is  a  highly  concen- 
trated, non-poisonous  preparation,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  product  was 
poisonous;  (c)  and  in  this, -that  each  of  the  labels  bore  the  false  and  misleading  state- 
ment, "Manufactured  in  Laboratory  of  Cyphers  Incubator  Co.  Buffalo,  N.  Y., 
U.  S.  A.";  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  product  was  not  manufactured  by  the 
Cyphers  Incubator  Co.,  and  was  not  manufactured  in  the  State  of  New  York,  but  was 
manufactured  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged 
further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  namely,  water,  which  does 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  neither  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  said  inert  ingredient,  nor  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  ingredient  of  the  insecticide  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present,  were  stated  on  the  label. 

In  the  second  count  of  the  information  it  was  alleged  that  the  Cyphers  Incubator  Co., 
shipped  and  delivered  for  shipment,  on  June  6,  1912,  from  Buffalo,  in  the  State  of 
New  York,  to  San  Antonio,  in  the  State  of  Texas,  a  quantity  of  an  article  designed  and 
intended  for  an  insecticide,  called  "Cyphers  Lice  Powder,"  which  was  adulterated 
and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was 
contained  in  a  package  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  "Cyphers  Lice  Powder. 
The  best  and  cheapest  lice  remedy  known.  Guaranteed  to  kill  lice,  fleas,  ticks  and 
all  forms  of  insect  life.  Is  perfectly  harmless  to  animals  and  plants.  15  ounce 
package.  Price  25  cents.  Recommended  by  prominent  poultrymen,  editors  and 
judges  everywhere.  *  *  *  Manufactured  in  laboratory  of  Cyphers  Incubator 
Company,  Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  U.  S.  A.,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  Boston,  Mass., 
Oakland,  Cal.,  Chicago,  111.,  London,  Eng.    Cyphers  Lice  Powder.    This  powder  is 
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sure  death  to  all  lice,  fleas  and  other  insect  vermin  and  perfectly  harmless  to  fowls, 
chicks  and  all  animals.  It  is  invaluable  for  use  on  sitting  hens  and  young  chicks. 
Directions   *   *   *    For  lice,  ticks  or  fleas  on  horses,  cattle,  sheep,  dogs,  etc., 

*  *  *  For  lice  on  Plants,  *  *  *,"  and  (on  a  smaller  supplementary  label), 
"Nicotine  7.35%,  sulphur  2.83%.  napthaline  2.52%,  inert  material  87.30%." 
Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  its  strength  and 
purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  this, 
that  the  label  on  the  package  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  to  wit  "Nicotine  7.35% 

*  *  *  napthaline  2.52% .  inert  material  87.30%  ; "  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the 
article  contained  nicotine  in  an  amount  less  than  7.35  per  cent,  nicotine  being  a 
substance  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  article  contained  no  naphthalene, 
naphthalene  being  a  substance  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  article  con- 
tained inert  substances,  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in 
an  amount  much  greater  than  87.30  per  cent.  Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged 
further  in  that  it  was  intended  for  use  on  vegetation  and  contained  a  substance  or  sub- 
stances which  were  injurious  to  such  plants,  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  of 
the  article  bore  the  statements.  "Is  perfectly  harmless  to  animals  and  plants."  and 
"For  lice  on  Plants. "  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  when  used  on  certain  vegetation 
it  was  injurious  thereto. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the  label  thereof 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  or  the  ingredients  or  substances  contained 
therein  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  that  the  article  was  labeled  or  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  (a)  in  this,  that  the  label  bore  the  state- 
ments, "Nicotine  7.35%  *  *  *  napthaline  2.52%,  inert  material  87.30%," 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  contained  nicotine  in  an  amount  much  less 
than  7.35  per  cent,  the  article  contained  no  naphthalene,  and  the  article  contained 
inert  substances,  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in  an 
amount  much  greater  than  87.30  per  cent;  (6)  and  in  this,  that  the  label  bore  the  state- 
ments, "The  best  and  cheapest  lice  remedy  known.  Guaranteed  to  kill  lice,  fleas, 
ticks  and  all  other  forms  of  insect  life. ' '  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  it  was  not  the  best 
and  cheapest  lice  remedy  known  and  would  not  kill  all  forms  of  insect  life,  and  would 
not  kill  ticks;  (c)  and  in  this,  that  the  label  bore  the  statement.  "Is  perfectly  harmless 
to  animals  and  plants."  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  when  used  on  some  plants  it 
was  injurious  thereto;  (d)  and  in  this,  that  the  label  bore  the  statement.  "This  powder 
is  sure  death  to  all  lice,  fleas  and  other  insect  vermin,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
it  was  not  sure  death  to  all  insect  vermin:  (e)  and  in  this,  that  the  label  bore  the  state- 
ment, "For  *  *  *  ticks  *  *  *  on  *  *  *  cattle,"  whereas,  in  truth  and 
in  fact,  it  was  not  an  effective  treatment  for  ticks  on  cattle.  Misbranding  of  the  article 
was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit.  substances 
other  than  nicotine  and  sulphur,  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects,  and  does  not  have  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one 
of  such  inert  ingredients  stated  on  the  label,  nor,  in  lieu  of  naming  and  stating  the 
percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  percent- 
age amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties 
and  the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on 
the  label. 

On  November  10,  1914,  the  defendant,  the  Cyphers  Incubator  Co.,  withdrew  a 
plea  of  not  guilty,  previously  entered,  and  entered  a  plea  of  guilty,  and  the  court 
imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture . 

Washington,  D.  0.,  July  31,  1915. 
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167.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Camphorated  Red  Cedar  Compound."  U.  S.  v.  One 
Hundred  and  Forty  Packages  of  Camphorated  Red  Cedar  Compound.  Default 
decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.  &  F.  No.  250,  S.  No.  15,  Dom. 
No.  8545.) 

On  April  9,  1914,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  acting 
upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  a  libel  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  praying  condemnation  and  forfeiture  of  one  hundred  and 
forty  packages  of  an  article  called  "Camphorated  Red  Cedar  Compound,"  which  was 
adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  It 
was  alleged  that. the  packages  of  said  article  had  been  shipped  by  Alfred  E.  Peck, 
trading  as  the  Cresol  Chemical  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  and  had  been  transported  from 
the  State  of  New  York  into  the  District  of  Columbia,  where  they  were  received  on 
March  23,  1914,  and  that  the  article  remained  unsold  and  in  original  unbroken  pack- 
ages and  was  being  offered  for  sale  and  was  intended  to  be  sold  in  said  District.  Each 
of  the  packages  was  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  "Camphorated  Red  Cedar  Com- 
pound. The  best  moth  destroyer.  Sure  death  to  moths  and  all  small  insects.  Manu- 
factured only  by  The  Cresol  Chemical  Co.,  8,  10  and  12  Van  Buren  St.,  Cor.  Tompkins 
Ave.,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.  *  *  *  Directions  for  using  Cedar  Compound.  Sprinkle 
freely  among  woolens,  furs,  feathers,  carpets,  furniture  or  anything  that  is  liable  to 
attack  by  moths  or  buffalo  bugs,  it  kills  them  upon  one  application.  This  compound 
is  far  superior  to  pure  camphor  as  a  moth  destroyer.  It  has  a  pleasant  odor,  and  will 
not  grease  or  stain,  therefore  it  is  superior  to  all  so  called  moth  preventatives  or 
destroyers. ' ' 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  other 
than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  pro- 
fessed standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  this,  that  the  contents  of  the 
packages  were  designated,  labeled,  and  branded  on  each  of  the  labels  as  "Camphorated 
Red  Cedar  Compound,"  which  designation  was  calculated  to  convey  the  meaning 
and  impression,  and  professed,  that  the  insecticide  was  of  the  standard  and  quality, 
to  wit,  of  containing  camphor  and  of  being  a  mixture  of  red  cedar  and  camphor,  and 
the  insecticide  was  sold  by  the  said  Alfred  E.  Peck  under  said  professed  standard  and 
quality;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  insecticide  did  not  contain  any  cam- 
phor and  was  not  a  mixture  of  red  cedar  and  camphor,  but  consisted  of  a  mixture  of 
wood  chips  and  naphthalene.  Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that 
it  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  a  substance 
had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  article,  in  this,  that  the  contents  of  the  packages 
were  designated,  labeled,  and  branded  on  each  of  the  labels  as  "Camphorated  Red 
Cedar  Compound,"  which  designation  was  calculated  to  convey  the  meaning  and 
impression  that  the  insecticide  contained  camphor  and  consisted  of  a  mixture  of  red 
cedar  and  camphor,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  insecticide  contained  no  cam- 
phor, and  a  substance  other  than  camphor,  to  wit,  naphthalene,  had  been  substituted 
in  part  for  the  said  insecticide,  the  so-called  "Camphorated  Red  Cedar  Compound. ' ' 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide, 
and  that  the  words  and  statements  regarding  said  insecticide,  borne  on  each  of  the 
labels,  to  wit,  "  Camphorated  Red  Cedar  Compound.  The  best  moth  destroyer. 
Sure  death  to  moths  and  all  small  insects,"  and  "Directions  for -using  Cedar  Com- 
pound. Sprinkle  freely  among  woolens,  furs,  feathers,  carpets,  furniture  or  anything 
that  is  liable  to  attack  by  moths  or  buffalo  bugs,  it  kills  them  upon  one  application. 
This  compound  is  far  superior  to  pure  camphor  as  a  moth  destroyer,"  and  "it  is 
superior  to  all  so  called  moth  preventatives  or  destroyers, "  were  false  and  misleading, 
and  the  insecticide  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  or  mislead  the  purchaser 
thereof  into  the  belief  that  said  insecticide  contained  camphor  and  that  it  consisted 
of  a  mixture  of  red  cedar  and  camphor,  that  it  was  the  best  moth  destroyer  and  that 
it  was  superior  to  all  moth  preventatives  or  destroyers,  that  it  was  far  superior  to 
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pure  camphor  as  a  moth  destroyer,  and  that  it  would  kill  moths  and  all  small  insects 
when  applied  according  to  the  directions  on  the  labels;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  insecticide  did  not  contain  camphor  and  did  not  consist  of  a  mixture  of  red  cedar 
and  camphor,  but  consisted  of  a  mixture  of  wood  chips  and  naphthalene,  it  was  not 
the  best  moth  destroyer  and  was  not  superior  to  all  other  moth  preventatives  or 
destroyers,  it  was  not  superior  to  pure  camphor  as  a  moth  destroyer,  and  it  would 
not  kill  moths  and  all  small  insects  when  applied  according  to  the  directions  on  the 
labels. 

On  November  23,  1914,  no  appearance  having  been  entered  and  no  answer  filed,  a 
decree  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court 
that  the  product  should  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  Marshal. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  31,  1915. 

168.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Lavender  Camphor  Compound."  U.  S.  v.  One  Hun- 
dred and  Forty  Packages  of  Lavender  Camphor  Compound.  Default  decree  of  con- 
demnation, forfeiture,  and  destruction.   (I.  &  F.  No.  251,  S.  No.  15,  Dom.  No.  8546.) 

On  April  9,  1914,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  acting 
upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  a  libel  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  praying  condemnation  and  forfeiture  of  one  hundred  and 
forty  packages  of  an  article  called  "Lavender  Camphor  Compound,"  which  was 
adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  It 
was  alleged  that  the  packages  of  said  article  had  been  shipped  by  Alfred  E.  Peck, 
trading  as  the  Cresol  Chemical  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  and  had  been  transported  from 
the  State  of  New  York  into  the  District  of  Columbia,  where  they  were  received  on  March 
23,  1914,  and  that  the  article  remained  unsold  and  in  original  unbroken  packages  and 
was  being  offered  for  sale  and  was  intended  to  be  sold  in  said  District.  Each  of  the  pack 
ages  was  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  "Lavender  Camphor  Compound.  The  bes- 
moth  killer.  *  *  *  Manufactured  only  by  The  Cresol  Chemical  Co.,  8,  10  and  12 
Van  Buren  St.,  Cor.  Tompkins  Ave.,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.  *  *  *  Directions  for  using 
Lavender  Compound.  Sprinkle  freely  among  woolens,  furs,  feathers,  carpets,  furni- 
ture or  anything  that  is  liable  to  attack  by  moths  or  buffalo  bugs,  it  kills  them  upon 
one  application.  This  compound  is  far  superior  to  pure  camphor  as  a  moth  destroyer. 
It  has  a  pleasant  odor  and  will  not  grease  or  stain,  therefore  it  is  superior  to  all  so  called 
moth  preventatives  or  destroyers." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  other 
than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  its  strength  fell  below  the  professed 
standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  this,  that  the  contents  of  the  packages 
were  designated,  labeled,  and  branded  on  each  of  the  labels,  as  "Lavender  Camphor 
Compound,"  which  designation  was  calculated  to  convey  the  meaning-  and  impression, 
and  professed,  that  the  insecticide  was  of  the  standard  and  quality,  to  wit,  of  containing 
camphor  and  of  consisting  of  a  mixture  of  lavender  and  camphor,  and  the  insecticide 
was  sold  by  the  said  Alfred  E.  Peck  under  said  professed  standard  and  quality ;  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  insecticide  did  not  contain  any  camphor  and  was  not  a  mix- 
ture of  lavender  and  camphor,  but  consisted  of  a  mixture  of  naphthalene  and  a  small 
proportion  of  lavender  flowers.  Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that 
it  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  a  substance 
had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  article,  in  this,  that  the  contents  of  the  packages 
were  designated,  labeled,  and  branded  on  each  of  the  labels  as  "Lavender  Camphor 
Compound,"  which  designation  was  calculated  to  convey  the  meaning  and  impression 
that  the  insecticide  contained  camphor  and  consisted  of  a  mixture  of  lavender  and 
camphor,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  insecticide  contained  no  camphor,  and  a 
substance  other  than  camphor,  to  wit,  naphthalene,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for 
the  insecticide,  the  so-called  "Lavender  Camphor  Compound." 
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Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide, 
and  that  the  words  and  statements  regarding  said  insecticide,  borne  on  each  of  the 
labels,  to  wit,  "Lavender  Camphor  Compound.  The  Best  moth  killer,"  and  "Direc- 
tions for  using  Lavender  Compound.  Sprinkle  freely  among  woolens,  furs,  leathers, 
carpets,  furniture,  or  anything  that  is  liable  to  attacks  by  moths  or  buffalo  bugs,  it 
kills  them  upon  one  application.  This  compound  is  far  superior  to  pure  camphor 
as  a  moth  destroyer,"  and  "it  is  superior  to  all  so  called  moth  preventatives  or  destroy- 
ers," were  false  and  misleading,  and  the  insecticide  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as 
to  deceive  or  mislead  the  purchaser  thereof  into  the  belief  that  the  said  insecticide 
contained  camphor  and  that  it  consisted  of  a  mixture  of  lavender  and  camphor,  that 
it  was  the  best  moth  killer  and  that  it  was  superior  to  pure  camphor  as  a  moth  destroyer, 
and  that  it  would  kill  moths  when  applied  according  to  directions  on  the  labels; 
whereas,  in  fact  and  truth,  the  insecticide  did  not  contain  camphor  and  did  not  con- 
sist of  a  mixture  of  lavender  and  camphor,  but  consisted  of  a  mixture  of  naphthalene 
and  a  small  proportion  of  lavender  flowers,  it  was  not  the  best  moth  destroyer  and 
was  not  superior  to  all  other  moth  preventatives  or  destroyers,  it  was  not  superior 
to  pure  camphor  as  a  moth  destroyer,  and  it  would  not  kill  moths  when  applied  accord- 
ing to  the  directions  on  the  labels. 

On  November  23,  1914,  no  appearance  having  been  entered  and  no  answer  filed, 
a  decree  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court 
that  the  product  should  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  Marshal. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  0.,  July  31,  1915. 

169.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Benetol."   U.  S.  v.  Northern  Chemical  Association 
Plea  of  guilty.  Fine  $10.   (I.  &  F.  No.  233.   Dom.  No.  6844.) 

On  December  2,  1914,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Minnesota, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  the  Northern  Chemical  Association, 
Minneapolis,  Minn.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment, 
on  March  26,  1912,  from  Minnesota  Transfer,  in  the  State  of  Minnesota,  to  Portland, 
in  the  State  of  Oregon,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  called  "Benetol,"  which  was  adul- 
terated and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  arti- 
cle was  contained  in  twelve  bottles,  each  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  "Benetol 
The  *  *  *  Germ  Killer.  Powerful  Antiseptic,  Germicide,  Disinfectant  and 
Deoderant.  Vastly  Superior  to  any  Kind  of  Peroxide  and  Four  Times  More  Effective 
than  Carbolic  Acid,  *  *  *  Guaranteed  by  the  Northern  Chemical  Association 
under  the  Food  and  Drugs  Act,  June  30,  1906.  Serial  Number  11707.  Alcohol  under 
1%.  Manufactured  only  by  the  Northern  Chemical  Association,  Minneapolis, 
Minnesota,  U.  S.  A."  Each  of  the  bottles  of  the  article  was  inclosed  in  a  carton  with 
a  pamphlet  or  booklet,  and  each  of  the  pamphlets  or  booklets  bore  and  contained 
words  and  statements  as  follows:  "Benetol  The  *  *  *  Germ  Killer.  Four  times 
more  effective  than  carbolic  acid.  Vastly  superior  to  any  kind  of  peroxide,  with 
a  hundred  more  uses,  *  *  V  And  each  of  the  cartons  inclosing  the  bottles  and 
pamphlets  or  booklets  was  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  "Benetol  The  *  *  * 
Germ  Killer.  4  times  more  powerful  than  carbolic  acid  *  *  *.  Bacteriological 
reports  from  leading  scientific  men  show  that  Benetol  has  4  times  the  efficiency  and 
swiftness  of  carbolic  acid  as  a  germ  destroyer.  *  *  *  Manufactured  only  by  the 
Northern  Chemical  Association,  Minneapolis,  Minnesota,  U.  S.  A." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide, 
and  that  the  words  and  statements  on  the  labels  on  the  bottles  and  cartons  and  in  the 
pamphlets  or  booklets,  to  the  effect  that  the  article  was  four  times  more  effective  and 
four  times  more  powerful  than  carbolic  acid,  professed  and  purported  the  said  article 
to  be  of  the  standard  of  strength,  to  wit,  four  times  more  effective  and  four  times  more 
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powerful  than  carbolic  acid,  and  the  said  article  was  sold  under  said  professed  standard 
of  strength,  whereas,  in  fact,  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  was  much  less  than  four 
times  more  effective  and  four  times  more  powerful  than  carbolic  acid. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide, 
and  that  the  words  and  statements  on  the  bottles  and  cartons  and  in  the  pamphlets  or 
booklets,  to  the  effect  that  the  article  was  four  times  more  effective  and  four  times 
more  powerful  than  carbolic  acid,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  were  calculated  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  of  said  article  into  the  belief  that  said  article  was 
four  times  more  effective  and  four  times  more  powerful  than  carbolic  acid,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  was  not  four  times  more  effective  and  four  times 
more  powerful  than  carbolic  acid,  but  was  much  less  than  four  times  more  effective  and 
four  times  more  powerful  than  carbolic  acid.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged 
further  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances, 
to  wit,  water  and  glycerine,  which  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
fungi,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  of  said  inert  ingredients  were 
not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages 
of  said  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert 
ingredients,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient 
of  the  said  article  having  fungicidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients  present,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels 
on  the  packages  of  the  said  article. 

On  December  4,  1914,  the  defendant,  the  Northern  Chemical  Association,  entered  a 
plea  of  guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  31,  1915. 

170.  Misbranding  ol  "Webster's  Fly  Oil."   U.  S.  v.  Xoyes  Bros.  &  Cutler.   Plea  of  guilty. 
Fine,  S15.   (I.  &  F.  No.  280.   Dom.  No.  8202.) 

On  December  28,  1914,  the  United  States  Attorney  lor  the  District  of  Minnesota, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  Noyes  Bros.  &  Cutler,  St.  Paul, 
Minn.,  a  copartnership,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  July  16, 
1913,  from  St.  Paul,  in  the  State  of  Minnesota,  to  Council  Bluffs,  in  the  State  of  Iowa, 
of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide,  called 
"Webster's  Fly  Oil,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  twelve  cans.,  each  labeled  and  branded  as 
follows:  "'Sixty  Cent  size  Webster's  Fly  Oil  To  keep  the  Flies  from  Cattle  and  Horses. 
Webster  Chemical  Co.  Saint  Paul,  U.  S.  A."  The  twelve  cans  of  the  article  were 
packed  and  contained  in  two  boxes,  and  certain  circulars  or  folders  were  packed  and 
contained  in  said  boxes  with  said  cans  of  the  article,  each  of  which  circulars  or  folders 
bore  the  words,  figures,  and  statements,  as  follows:  •When  The  Flies  Get  Bad  Use 
Webster's  Fly  Oil  Will  Keep  the  Flies  off  for  24  Hours  Is  Guaranteed  Not  to  Blister 
the  Skin  nor  Gum  the  Hair  You  lose  money  every  day  that  you  allow  your  cows  and 
horses  to  be  pestered  and  tormented  by  gnats  and  flies.  *  *  *  If  sprayed  as  direct- 
ed on  the  can,  Webster's  Fly  Oil  will  keep  the  flies  away  for  twenty-four  hours. 
Quarts  35c— Half  Gal.  60c— Gal.  $1.00." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide, and  that  the  words  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "Sixty  Cent  Size,"  borne  on 
the  labels  on  the  cans  of  the  article,  and  the  words  and  figures,  to  wit.  "Half  Gal.  60c." 
borne  on  the  circulars  or  folders,  packed  and  contained  with  the  cans  of  the  article 
in  the  two  boxes,  were  false  and -misleading,  in  this,  that  said  words  and  figures  con- 
veyed the  meaning  and  impression  and  represented  that  each  of  the  twelve  cans  con- 
tained one-half  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  each  of  the  twelve 
cans  did  not  contain  one-half  gallon  of  the  article,  but  contained  less  than  one-half 
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gallon  thereof.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insec- 
ticide, and  that  it  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  thereof,  in 
this,  that  the  words,  to  wit,  " Sixty  Cent  Size,"  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cans  of 
the  article,  and  the  words  and  figures,  to  wit,  "Half  Gal.  60c,"  borne  on  the  circulars 
or  folders  packed  and  contained  with  the  cans  of  the  article  in  the  two  boxes,  were 
calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  of  the  article  into  the  belief  that  each 
of  the  twelve  cans  contained  one-half  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  each  of  the  twelve  cans  did  not  contain  one-half  gallon  of  the  article,  but  con- 
tained less  than  one-half  gallon  thereof.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further 
in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  it  was  in  package  form  and  the  contents  of  each 
of  the  twelve  packages  or  cans  were  stated  in  terms  of  measure,  but  said  contents 
were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of  the  packages  or  cans,  in  this, 
that  the  words,  to  wit,  ' '  Sixty  Cent  Size, ' '  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cans  of  the  article, 
and  the  words  and  figures,  to  wit,  "Half  Gal.  60c,"  borne  on  the  circulars  or  folders 
packed  and  contained  with  the  cans  of  the  article  in  the  two  boxes,  conveyed  the 
meaning  and  impression,  and  operated  to  state,  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  twelve 
cans  were  one-half  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  contents 
of  each  of  the  twelve  cans  were  not  one-half  gallon  of  the  article,  but  were  less  than  one- 
half  gallon  thereof  ,  and  the  contents  of  each  of  the  twelve  cans  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  the  outside  of  each  or  any  of  said  cans. 

On  December  28,  1914,  the  defendant,  Noyes  Bros.  &  Cutler,  entered  a  plea  of 
guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $15. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  31,  1915. 

171.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Sulfocide."   U.  S.  v.  The  B.  G.  Pratt  Co.   Plea  of  non 
vult.   Fine,  $25.   (I.  &  F.  No.  128.   Dom.  No.  6951.) 

On  December  10,  1913,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  The  B.  G.  Pratt  Company,  New 
York,  N.  Y.,  a  corporation,  and  on  December  12,  1914,  filed  an  amendment  thereto, 
alleging  in  said  information,  as  amended,  the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment, 
on  December  22,  1911,  from  Jersey  City,  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  to  Louisville, 
in  the  State  of  Kentucky,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  called  "Sulfocide,"  which  was 
adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The 
article  was  contained  in  cans  each  labeled  and  branded  in  part  as  follows:  111  Sulfocide ' 
(Representation  of  potato  bearing  smiling  faces  and  words  'Makes  us  smile')  Pratt's 
Soluble  Summer  Sulphur  Spray.  A  Substitute  for  Bordeaux  Mixture.  More  effective, 
less  expensive,  easier  to  apply  and  sticks  like  paint.  Combined  with  Paris  Green, 
it  sticks  better  than  Arsenate  of  Lead,  controlling  codling  moth  and  all  chewing 
insects.  The  best  repellant  for  Curculio.  One  gallon  makes  150  to  500  gallons  of 
spray.  Contains  29%  to  30%  sulphur  in  solution.  B.  G.  Pratt  Company,  Manu- 
facturing Chemists,  50  Church  Street,  New  York  City,  N.  Y."  Each  of  the  cans  of 
said  article  was  accompanied  by  a  circular  or  booklet  containing  the  following  state- 
ment: "Beans,  Anthracnose,  Rust,  and  Blight  are  easily  controlled  with  'Sulfocide,' 
one  part  to  250  or  300  parts  of  water.  *  *  *  If  you  are  uncertain  of  the  seed, 
soak  for  an  hour  or  two  in  a  solution  of  'Sulfocide, '  1  to  100." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  intended 
for  use  on  vegetation  and  contained  a  substance  or  substances  which  were  injurious 
to  such  vegetation  when  used,  in  this,  that  seed  beans  when  treated  with  said  article 
in  accordance  with  the  directions  contained  in  the  circular  or  booklet,  were  injured 
thereby. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert 
substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects 
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or  fungi,  and  neither  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingredient, 
nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient 
of  the  article  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage 
of  inert  ingredients  present,  were  stated  on  the  label. 

On  December  12,  1914,  the  defendant,  The  B.  G.  Pratt  Co.,  entered  a  plea  of  non 
vult,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  31,  1915. 

172.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Grasselli  Bordeaux  Mixture  powdered."   U.  S.  v. 

The  Grasselli  Chemical  Co.  Plea  of  non  vult.  Fine,  S50.  (1.  &  F.  No.  273.  Dom.  No. 
7935.) 

On  July  20,  1914,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey,  acting 
upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  The  Grasselli  Chemical  Co..  Gras- 
selli, N.  J.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  April  16, 
1913,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Missouri,  of  a  quantity  of  an 
article  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  a  fungicide,  called  "Grasselli  Bordeaux 
Mixture  powdered,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  fifty  jars,  each  labeled  and 
branded  as  follows:  "Grasselli  Bordeaux  Mixture  Powdered  Trade  Mark  Reg.  U.  S. 
Pat.  Office.  Directions  This  article  is  intended  more  as  a  preventive  than  a  cure. 
It  should  be  applied  early  in  the  season,  in  order  to  obtain  the  best  results.  Use 
only  in  dust  form.  Apply  as  received,  by  finely  dusting  onto  foliage.  For  detail 
suggestions  see  our  leaflet.  Active  Ingredient,  Copper  12%  .  Inert  Ingredients  88% . 
Copper  expressed  as  Copper  Oxid  15%.  Guaranteed  by  The  Grasselli  Chemical  Co., 
under  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.    Serial  No.  17." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide, 
the  strength  and  purity  of  which  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under 
which  it  was  sold,  that  is  to  say,  the  words  and  figures,  to  wit.  "Active  Ingredient, 
Copper  12%,"  and  "Copper  expressed  as  Copper  Oxid  15%,"  borne  on  the  labels  on 
the  packages  of  the  fungicide,  were  calculated  to  convey  the  meaning  and  impression, 
and  professed,  that  the  article  was  of  the  strength  and  purity  of  containing  copper  in 
the  proportion  of  twelve  per  cent  thereof  and  of  containing  copper  oxid  in  the  pro- 
portion of  fifteen  per  cent  thereof,  copper  being  a  substance  having  fungicidal  proper- 
ties; whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  fungicide  contained  copper  in  a  proportion 
less  than  twelve  per  cent  thereof,  and  the  fungicide  contained  copper  expressed  as 
copper  oxid  in  a  proportion  less  than  fifteen  per  cent  thereof. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide, 
and  the  words  and  figures  regarding  the  article  and  the  substances  and  ingredients 
contained  therein,  to  wit,  "Active  Ingredient.  Copper  12%,"  and  "Copper  expressed 
as  Copper  Oxid  15%,"  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  packages  of  the  article  were  false 
and  misleading  in  that  they  were  calculated  to  convey  the  meaning  and  impression 
that  the  article  contained  copper  in  the  proportion  of  twelve  per  cent  thereof,  and 
that  it  contained  copper  expressed  as  copper  oxid  in  the  proportion  of  fifteen  per 
cent  thereof;  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser  thereof  into  the  belief  that  it  contained  copper  in  the  proportion  of 
twelve  per  cent  thereof,  and  that  it  contained  copper  expressed  as  copp<  r  oxid  in 
the  proportion  of  fifteen  per  cent  thereof;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article 
did  not  contain  copper  in  the  proportion  of  twelve  per  cent  thereof,  aud  did  not  con- 
tain copper  expressed  as  copper  oxid,  in  the  proportion  of  fifteen  per  cent  thereof 
but  contained  copper  in  a  proportion  less  than  twelve  per  cent  thereof,  aud  contained 
copper  expressed  as  copper  oxid  in  a  proportion  less  than  fifteen  per  cent  thereof. 
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On  December  14,  1914,  the  defendant,  The  Grasselli  Chemical  Co.,  withdrew  a 
plea  of  not  guilty,  previously  entered,  and  entered  a  plea  of  non  vult,  and  the  court 
imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  31,  1915. 

173.  Misbranding  of  "Formacone  Roach  Powder."  U.  S.  v.  The  Formacone  Co.  Plea  of 

non  vult.  Fine,  $35.  (I.  &  F.  No.  224.   Dom.  No.  7324.) 

On  March  30,  1914,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey,  acting 
upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  The  Formacone  Co.,  Newark,  N.  J.,  a 
corporation,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  July  8,  1912,  from 
Newark,  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  to  Portland,  in  the  State  of  Maine,  of  a  quantity 
of  an  article  called  "  Formacone  Roach  Powder,  "  which  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  twenty-five 
cans,  each  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  " Formacone  Roach  Powder.  Formacone 
Roach  Powder  is  a  scientific  preparation  for  *  *  *  Roaches,  Waterbugs  and 
Beetles.  *  *  *  This  powder  is  harmless  to  pet  animals.  *  *  *  Manufactured 
by  The  Formacone  Company,  50  Church  St.,  New  York,  N.  Y.  Factory  and  Labora- 
tory, Newark,  N.  J.  Manufacturers  of  Formaldehyde  Disinfectors  and  Sanitary 
Supplies. " 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide, 
and  that  the  statement  on  the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  article  to  the  effect 
that  the  insecticide  was  harmless  to  pet  animals,  was  false  and  misleading,  because 
said  statement  misled  and  deceived  the  purchaser  into  the  belief  that  the  insecticide 
was  harmless  to  pet  animals,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  insecticide  was  not 
harmless  to  pet  animals.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  consisted  partially 
of  inert  substances  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  namely, 
substances  other  than  sodium  fluoride,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts 
of  each  and  every  one  of  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all,  on  the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  insecticide,  or  any  of  them,  nor  in 
lieu  of  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  the 
names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  insecticide  hav- 
ing insecticidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  said  inert  ingredients  present 
in  the  insecticide  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  cans  containing  the 
insecticide,  or  any  of  them. 

On  April  27,  1914,  the  defendant,  The  Formacone  Co.,  entered  a  plea  of  non  vult, 
and  on  December  28,  1914  the  Court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  31,  1914. 

174.  Misbranding  of  "Whiz  Fly  Spray."   U.  S.  v.  The  R.  M.  Hollingshead  Co.   Plea  of  non 

vult  as  to  first  and  fourth  counts.  Fine,  $50.  Nolle  prosequi  entered  as  to  second, 
thud,  fifth,  and  sixth  counts.   (I.  &  F.  No.  282.   Dom.  Nos.  7000,  8365.) 

On  December  16,  1914,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  six  counts 
in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  The  It.  M.  Hollings- 
head Co.,  Camden,  N.  J.,  a  corporation,  alleging,  in  the  first,  second,  and  third  counts, 
the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  May  22,  1912,  from  the  State  of  New 
Jersey  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  and  in  the  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  counts  the 
shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  July  18,  1913,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey 
into  the  State  of  West  Virginia,  of  quantities  of  an  article  designed  and  intended  to 
be  used  as  an  insecticide,  called  "Whiz  Fly  Spray,"  which  were  misbranded  within 
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the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  in  each  shipment  was  con- 
tained in  twelve  cans,  each  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  "Gallon  Whiz  Fly  Spray 

(Representation  of  cow  and  flies)  Manufactured  and  Guaranteed  by  The  R.  M.  Hol- 
lingshead  Co.,  Camden;  N.  J.    U.  S.  A." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  shipped  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  was  alleged  in 
the  first  count  of  the  information,  and  misbranding  of  the  article  shipped  into  the 
State  of  West  Virginia  was  alleged  in  the  fourth  count  of  the  information,  in  that  the 
article  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  the  words  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  ''Gallon 
Whiz  Fly  Spray."  borne  on  the  label  on  the  cans  of  the  article,  were  false  and  mis- 
leading in  that  they  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  and  represented  that 
each  of  the  cans  contained  one  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
each  of  the  cans  did  not  contain  one  gallon  of  the  article,  but  contained  less  than  one 
gallon  thereof.  Misbranding  of  the  article  shipped  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania 
was  alleged  in  the  second  count  of  the  information,  and  misbranding  of  the  article 
shipped  into  the  State  of  West  Virginia  was  alleged  in  the  fifth  count  of  the  informa- 
tion, in  that  the  article  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so 
as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  thereof,  in  this,  that  the  words,  to  wit. 
'"Gallon  Whiz  Fly  Spray."  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cans  of  the  article,  deceived 
and  misled  the  purchaser  of  the  article  into  the  belief  that  each  of  the  cans  contained 
one  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  each  of  the  cans  did  not  con- 
tain one  gallon  of  the  article,  but  contained  less  than  one  gallon  thereof.  Misbrand- 
ing of  the  article  shipped  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  was  alleged  in  the  third 
count  of  the  information,  and  misbranding  of  the  article  shipped  into  the  State  of 
West  Virginia  was  alleged  in  the  sixth  count  of  the  information,  in  that  the  article 
was  an  insecticide,  and  that  it  was  in  package  form  and  the  contents  were  stated 
in  terms  of  measure,  but  they  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of  the  packages 
in  this,  that  the  words,  to  wit,  "Gallon  Whiz  Fly  Spray."  borne  on  the  labels  on  the 
cans  of  the  article,  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression,  and  represented,  that  the 
contents  of  each  of  the  cans  were  one  gallon  of  the  article.  Whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans  were  not  one  gallon  of  the  article,  but  were  less 
than  one  gallon  thereof. 

On  January  4.  1915,  the  defendant.  The  R.  M.  Hollingshead  Co..  entered  a  plea 
©f  non  vult  as  to  the  first  and  fourth  counts  of  the  information,  and  the  court  imposed 
a  fine  of  $25  on  each  of  the  two  counts.  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  the  remain- 
ing counts. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington.  D.  C.  July  31.  1915. 

175.  Misbranding  of  "Solution  Lime  &  Sulphur."   U.  S.  v.  Evans-Smith  Drug  Co.   Plea  of 
guilty.   Fine,  SIO  and  costs.   (I.  &  F.  No.  272.    Dom.  No.  7964.) 

On  December  11.  1914,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  the  Evans-Smith 
Drug  Co.,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for 
shipment,  on  April  29,  1913,  from  Kansas  City,  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  to  Fort  Scott, 
in  the  State  of  Kansas,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designed  and  intended  to  be  used 
as  a  fungicide,  called  "Solution  Lime  &  Sulphur,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  three  cans, 
each  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  "Evans-Smith  Drug  Co.  Importers  and  Whole- 
sale Druggists,  Kansas  City,  Mo.  Solution  Lime  &  Sulphur.  Guaranteed  by  Evans- 
Smith  Drug  Co.  under  Pure  Food  and  Drugs  Act,  June  30,  1906.    Serial  No.  1361." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide, 
and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  water  and  calcium  sulphate, 
which  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  names 
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and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  of  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages  of  the  fungicide,  nor, 
in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  were 
the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  fungicidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages  of 
the  article. 

On  December  16,  1914,  the  defendant,  the  Evans-Smith  Drug  Co.,  entered  a  plea 
of  guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  31,  1915. 

176.  Misbranding  of  "Dike's  Roach  Powder."   U.  S.  v.  Frederick  Stearns  &  Co.   Plea  of  guilty. 

Fine,  $50.   (I.  &  F.  No.  211.   Dom.  No.  7168.) 

On  April  28,  1914,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Michigan, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  Frederick  Stearns  &  Co.,  Detroit, 
Mich.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  May  8, 
1912,  from  Detroit,  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  to  Augusta,  in  the  State  of  Georgia,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide,  called 
"Dike's  Roach  Powder,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  twelve  cans,  each  labeled  and  branded 
as  follows:  "Dike's  Roach  Powder.  *  *  *  Price,  25  cents.  Dike  Drug  Co.,  Dis- 
tributors, New  York,  U.  S.  A.    Made  in  U.  S.  A.    Dike's  Roach  Powder.    *    *  *". 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide, and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  corn  meal  and  powdered 
turmeric,  which  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and 
the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  of  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated 
on  the  labels  on  the  packages  of  the  insecticide,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percent- 
age amounts  of  each  of  said  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts 
of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  insecticide  having  insecticidal  properties  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  insecticide  stated  on  the  labels 
on  the  packages  of  the  insecticide. 

On  January  8,  1915,  the  defendant,  Frederick  Stearns  &  Co.,  entered  a  plea  of 
guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  31,  1915. 

177.  Misbranding  of  "  Sapokarbolin."   U.  S.  v.  Ferromannin  Chemical  Co.   Plea  of  guilty. 

Fine  of  $25  as  to  one  count;  sentence  suspended  as  to  remaining  two  counts.  (I.  & 
F.  No.  290.    Dom.  No.  8280.) 

On  January  26,  1915,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information,  in 
three  counts,  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  the 
Ferromannin  Chemical  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery 
for  shipment  on  October  9,  1913,  from  New  York,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  to  Newark, 
in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designed  and  intended  to  be 
used  as  an  insecticide,  called  "Sapokarbolin,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  six  cans  labeled 
and  branded  as  follows:  "Sapokarbolin  (Saponified  Coaltar  Creosote  Oils)  Disinfect- 
ant, Deodorant  and  Germicide,  Less  Poisonous  than  Carbolic  Acid.  'Creolin,  chloro- 
naphth oleum,  etc.,  are  solutions  of  the  three  cresols  and  of  the  higher  boiling  phenols 
in  resin  soap,  besides  containing  some  hydrocarbons  (neutral  tar  oils).  Their  disin- 
fectant power  is  superior  to  carbolic  acid,  but  below  the  cresol  soap  solutions.  While 
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the  cresol  soap  preparations  form  clear  solutions  with  water,  creolin  and  chloronaph- 
tholeum  form  emulsions  due  to  the  fact  that  the  neutral  tar  oils  slowly  separate  out. 
There  are  some  advantages  claimed  for  these  emulsions;  they  certainly  can  be  prepared 
much  cheaper,  as  a  fractional  distillation  of  the  creosote  oils  for  the  recovery  of  the 
cresols  alone  makes  the  process  of  manufacture  more  costly.' — From  'Disinfectants  and 
Antiseptics,'  Druggists'  Circular,  April,  1904.  Guaranteed  by  Ferromannin  Chemical 
Co.  under  Food  and  Drugs  Act.  June  30,  1906.  Serial  No.  982.  Manufactured  by 
Ferromannin  Chemical  Company  (Inc.)  Manufacturing  Chemists  and  Importers. 
New  York.  For  Stable  Use.  To  keep  off  flies,  and  to  destroy  insects  and  parasites. 
Wash  animals  (especially  head  and  neck)  with  solution  Sapokarbolin  5  tablespoonful, 
in  1  gallon  water.  As  a  cure  for  mange  in  dogs,  apply  daily  a  solution  5  tablespoon- 
fuls  Sapokarbolin  in  3  pints  water;  the  hair  will  grow  again.  For  horses,  as  a  pre- 
ventive and  cure  of  mange  the  coat  should  be  well  rubbed  with  a  solution  of  2  table- 
spoonfuls  Sapokarbolin  in  3  pints  of  water.  To  keep  animals  free  from  infection, 
mop  stables  frequently  with  a  solution  of  3  to  6  tablespoonfuls  of  Sapokarbolin  in  a 
2  gallon  pail  of  water.  *  *  *  For  worms  in  horses  give  on  empty  stomach  a  drench 
of  3  tablespoonfuls  Sapokarbolin  in  1  quart  water.  For  Household  Use.  *  *  *  To 
keep  air  pure  in  houses,  school-rooms,  hospitals,  etc.,  sprinkle,  spray  or  expose  in  a 
shallow  dish,  a  solution  of  1  teaspoonful  Sapokarbolin  to  1  quart  water    *    *  *." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  first  count  of  the  information  in  that  it 
was  an  insecticide:  (a)  and  each  of  the  packages  and  labels  bore  the  statement,  design, 
and  device  regarding  the  article  and  the  ingredients  and  substances  contained  therein, 
to  wit,  "Creolin,  chloronapholeum,  etc.,  are  solutions  of  the  three  cresols  and  of  the 
higher  boiling  phenols  in  resin  soap,  besides  containing  some  hydrocarbons  (neutral 
tar  oils).  Their  disinfectant  power  is  superior  to  carbolic  acid,  but  below  the  cresol 
soap  solutions.  While  the  cresol  soap  preparations  form  clear  solutions  with  water, 
creolin  and  chloronaphtholeum  form  emulsions  due  to  the  fact  that  the  neutral  tar  oils 
slowly  separate  out.  There  are  some  advantages  claimed  for  these  emulsions;  they 
certainly  can  be  prepared  much  cheaper,  as  a  fractional  distillation  of  the  creosote  oils 
for  the  recovery  of  the  creosols  alone  makes  the  process  of  manufacture  more  costly," 
which  statement,  design,  and  device  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the 
article  differed  essentially  in  composition  and  properties  from  creolin  and  chloronaph- 
tholeum, and  that  it  formed  a  clear  solution  upon  the  addition  of  water  thereto, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  differ  essentially  in  composition  and 
properties  from  creolin  and  chloronaphtholeum,  but  the  article  and  creolin  and  chloro- 
naphtholeum were  all  known  as  saponified  coal-tar  preparations,  and  said  article  did 
not  form  a  clear  solution  upon  the  addition  of  water  thereto,  but  formed  an  emulsion 
of  milky  appearance  upon  the  addition  of  the  proper  quantity  of  water  thereto;  (b) 
and  each  of  the  packages  and  labels  bore  the  statement,  design,  and  device  regarding 
the  article,  to  wit,  "To  keep  off  flies,  and  to  destroy  insects  and  parasites.  Wash 
animals  (especially  head  and  neck)  with  solution  Sapokarbolin  5  tablespoonfuls  in  1 
gallon  water,"  which  statement,  design,  and  device  conveyed  the  meaning  and 
impression  that  the  article  would  destroy  all  insects  and  all  parasites  affecting  horses 
and  cattle,  if  applied  by  washing  such  animals  in  a  solution  of  five  tablespoonfuls 
thereof  to  one  gallon  of  water,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  said  article  would  not 
destroy  certain  insects  and  certain  parasites  affecting  horses  and  cattle  if  applied  by 
washing  such  animals  in  a  solution  of  five  tablespoonfuls  thereof  to  one  gallon  of 
water;  (c)  and  each  of  the  packages  and  labels  bore  the  statement,  design,  and  device 
regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "As  a  cure  for  mange  in  dogs,  apply  daily  a  solution  of 
5  tablespoonfuls  Sapokarbolin  in  3  pints  water,"  which  statement,  design,  and  device 
conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the  article  would  cure  mange  in  dogs  if 
applied  daily  in  a  solution  of  five  tablespoonfuls  thereof  in  three  pints  of  water,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  said  article  would  not  cure  mange  in  dogs  if  applied  daily  in  a  solu- 
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tion  of  five  tablespoonfuls  thereof  in  three  pints  of  water;  (d)  and  each  of  the  packages 
and  labels  bore  the  statement,  design,  and  device  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "For 
horses,  as  a  preventive  and  cure  of  mange  the  coat  should  be  well  rubbed  with  a  solu- 
tion of  2  tablespoonfuls  Sapokarbolin  in  3  pints  of  water,"  which  statement,  design 
and  device  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the  article  would  cure  mange 
in  horses  if  their  coats  were  rubbed  with  a  solution  of  two  tablespoonfuls  thereof  ir 
three  pints  of  water,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  said  article  would  not  cure  mange  in 
horses  if  their  coats  were  rubbed  with  a  solution  of  two  tablespoonfuls  of  said  article  in 
three  pints  of  water;  (e)  and  each  of  the  packages  and  labels  bore  the  statement, 
design,  and  device  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "To  keep  animals  free  from  infection, 
mop  stables  frequently  with  a  solution  of  3  to  6  tablespoonfuls  of  Sapokarbolin  in  a  2 
gallon  pail  of  water,"  which  statement,  design,  and  device  conveyed  the  meaning  and 
impression  that  the  article  would  protect  animals  from  all  infectious  diseases  if  their 
stables  were  mopped  frequently  with  a  solution  of  three  to  six  tablespoonfuls  of  said 
article  in  two  gallons  of  water,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  said  article  would  not 
protect  animals  from  all  infectious  diseases  if  their  stables  were  mopped  frequently 
with  a  solution  of  three  to  six  tablespoonfuls  of  said  article  in  two  gallons  of  water; 
(/)  and  each  of  the  packages  and  labels  bore  the  statement,  design,  and  device  regard- 
ing the  article,  to  wit,  "For  worms  in  horses  give  on  empty  stomach  a  drench  of  3 
tablespoonsful  Sapokarbolin  in  1  quart  water,"  which  statement,  design,  and  device 
conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  all  forms  of  worms  which  infest  horses 
could  be  effectively  treated  by  administering  to  such  horses  on  an  empty  stomach 
said  article  in  the  proportion  of  three  tablespoonfuls  thereof  to  one  quart  of  water, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  all  forms  of  worms  which  infest  horses  could  not  be 
effectively  treated  by  administering  said  article  to  such  horses  on  an  empty  stomach 
in  the  proportion  of  three  tablespoonfuls  of  said  article  to  one  quart  of  water;  (g)  and 
each  of  the  packages  and  labels  bore  the  statement,  design,  and  device  regarding  the 
article  to  wit,  "To  keep  air  pure  in  houses,  school-rooms,  hospitals,  etc.,  sprinkle, 
spray  or  expose  in  a  shallow  dish,  a  solution  of  1  teaspoonful  Sapokarbolin  to  1  quart 
water,"  which  statement,  design,  and  device  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression 
that  the  air  in  houses,  school  rooms,  and  hospitals  could  be  kept  pure  by  sprinkling, 
spraying,  or  exposing  in  a  shallow  dish,  a  solution  of  one  teaspoonful  of  said  article 
to  one  quart  of  water,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  air  in  houses,  school  rooms,  and 
hospitals  could  not  be  kept  pure  by  sprinkling,  spraying,  or  exposing  in  a  shallow  dish, 
a  solution  of  one  teaspoonful  of  said  article  to  one  quart  of  water. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  second  count  of  the  information  in 
that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser:  (a)  in  this,  that  each  of  the  packages  and  labels  bore  the  words 
and  statements,  to  wit,  "Creolin,  chloronaphtholeum,  etc.,  are  solutions  of  the  three 
cresols  and  of  the  higher  boiling  phenols  in  resin  soap,  besides  containing  some  hydro- 
carbons (neutral  tar  oils).  Their  disinfectant  power  is  superior  to  carbolic  acid,  but 
below  the  cresol  soap  solutions.  While  the  cresol  soap  preparations  form  clear  solu- 
tions with  water,  creolin  and  chloronaphtholeum  form  emulsions  due  to  the  fact  that 
the  neutral  tar  oils  slowly  separate  out.  There  are  some  advantages  claimed  for  these 
emulsions;  they  certainly  can  be  prepared  much  cheaper,  as  a  fractional  distillation 
of  the  creosote  oils  for  the  recovery  of  the  creosols  alone  makes  the  process  of  manu- 
facture more  costly,"  which  words  and  statements  were  calculated  and  intended  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  of  the  article  into  the  belief  that  the  article  dif- 
fered essentially  in  composition  and  properties  from  creolin  and  chloronaphtholeum, 
and  that  it  formed  a  clear  solution  upon  the  addition  of  water  thereto,  whereas,  in 
fact,  and  in  truth  the  article  did  not  differ  essentially  in  composition  and  properties 
from  creolin  and  chloronaphtholeum,  but  the  article  and  creolin  and  chloronaphtho- 
leum were  all  known  as  saponified  coal-tar  preparations,  and  said  article  did  not 
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form  a  clear  solution  upon  the  addition  of  water  thereto,  but  formed  an  emulsion  of 
milky  appearance  upon  the  addition  of  water  thereto;  (6)  and  in  this,  that  each  of  the 
packages  and  labels  bore  the  words  and  statements,  "To  keep  off  flies  and  to  destroy 
insects  and  parasites.  Wash  animals  (especially  head  and  neck)  with  solution  Sapo- 
karbolin  5  tablespoonfuls  in  1  gallon  water,"  which  words  and  statements  were  cal- 
culated and  intended  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  of  the  article  into  the 
belief  that  the  article  would  destroy  all  insects  and  all  parasites  affecting  horses  and 
cattle,  if  applied  by  washing  such  animals  in  a  solution  five  tablespoonfuls  thereof 
to  one  gallon  of  water,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  said  article  would  not  destroy 
certain  insects  and  certain  parasites  affecting  horses  and  cattle  if  appiied  by  washing 
such  animals  in  a  solution  of  five  tablespoonfuls  thereof  to  one  gallon  of  water;  (c)  and 
in  this,  that  each  of  the  packages  and  labels  bore  the  words  and  statement,  "As  a 
cure  for  mange  in  dogs,  apply  daily  a  solution  5  tablespoonfuls  Sapokarbolin  in  3  pints 
water/'  which  words  and  statement  were  culcalated  and  intended  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser  of  the  article  into  the  belief  that  the  article  would  cure  mange 
in  dogs  if  applied  daily  in  a  solution  of  five  tablespoonfuls  thereof  in  three  pints  of 
water,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  said  article  would  not  cure  mange  in  dogs  if 
applied  daily  in  a  solution  of  five  tablespoonfuls  thereof  in  three  pints  of  water; 
(d)  and  in  this,  that  each  of  the  packages  and  labels  bore  the  words  and  statement, 
"For  horses,  as  a  preventive  and  cure  of  mange  the  coat  should  be  well  rubbed  with 
a  solution  of  2  tablespoonfuls  Sapokarbolin  in  3  pints  of  water,"  which  words  and  state- 
ment were  calculated  and  intended  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  of  the  article 
into  the  belief  that  the  article  would  cure  mange  in  horses  if  their  coats  were  rubbed 
with  a  solution  of  two  tablespoonfuls  of  said  article  in  three  pints  of  water,  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  said  article  would  not  cure  mange  in  horses  if  their  coats  were  rubbed 
with  a  solution  of  two  tablespoonfuls  of  said  article  in  three  pints  of  water;  (e)  and  in 
this,  that  each  of  the  packages  and  labels  bore  the  words  and  statement,  "To  keep 
animals  free  from  infection,  mop  stables  frequently  with  a  solution  of  3  to  6  table- 
spoonfuls of  Sapokarbolin  in  a  2  gallon  pail  of  water,"  which  words  and  statement 
were  calculated  and  intended  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  of  the  article  into 
the  belief  that  the  article  would  protect  animals  from  all  infectious  diseases  if  their 
stables  were  mopped  frequently  with  a  solution  of  three  to  six  tablespoonfuls  of  said 
article  in  two  gallons  of  water,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  said  article  would  not 
protect  animals  from  all  infectious  diseases  if  their  stables  were  mopped  frequently 
with  a  solution  of  three  to  six  tablespoonfuls  of  said  article  in  two  gallons  of  water;  (J) 
and  in  this,  that  each  of  the  packages  and  labels  bore  the  words  and  statement,  "For 
worms  in  horses  give  on  empty  stomach  a  drench  of  3  tablespoonfuls  Sapokarbolin  in 
1  quart  water,"  which  words  and  statement  were  calculated  and  intended  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  of  the  article  into  the  belief  that  all  forms  of  worms 
which  infest  horses  could  be  effectively  treated  by  administering  to  such  horses  on 
an  empty  stomach  said  article  in  the  proportion  of  three  tablespoonfuls  thereof  to 
one  quart  of  water,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  all  forms  of  worms  which  infest 
horses  could  not  be  effectively  treated  by  administering  to  such  horses  on  an  empty 
stomach  said  article  in  the  proportion  of  three  tablespoonfuls  thereof  to  one  quart 
of  water;  (g)  and  in  this,  that  each  of  the  packages  and  labels  bore  the  words  and 
statement,  "To  keep  air  pure  in  houses,  school-rooms,  hospitals,  etc..  sprinkle,  spray 
or  expose  in  a  shallow  dish,  a  solution  of  1  teaspoonful  Sapokarbolin  to  1  quart 
water,"  which  words  and  statement  were  calculated  and  intended  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser  of  the  article  into  the  belief  that  the  air  in  houses,  school  rooms 
and  hospitals  could  be  kept  pure  by  sprinkling,  spraying,  or  exposing  in  a  shallow  dish, 
a  solution  of  one  teaspoonful  of  said  article  to  one  quart  of  water,  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  air  in  houses,  school  rooms,  and  hospitals  could  not  be  kept  pure  by 
sprinkling,  spraying,  or  exposing  in  a  shallow  dish,  a  solution  of  one  teaspoonful  of  said 
article  to  one  quart  of  water. 
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Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  third  count  of  the  information  in  that 
it  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel, 
or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingredient 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all.  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the 
packages  of 'the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  said 
inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  the 
said  inert  ingredient  present  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any 
of  the  labels  on  the  packages  of  the  article. 

On  January  28,  1915,  the  defendant,  the  Ferromannin  Chemical  Co.,  entered  a 
plea  of  guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  on  the  first  count  of  the  information, 
and  suspended  sentence  on  the  second  and  third  counts. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  31,  1915. 

178.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Nox-I-Cide.5'   U.  S.  v.  The  G.  E.  Conkey  Co.  Plea  of 
guilty.  Fine,  $25  and  costs.   (I.  &  F.  No.  118.   Dom.  No.  6732.) 

On  August  1,  1913,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Ohio, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  The  G.  E.  Conkey  Co.,  Cleveland, 
Ohio,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  January  9, 
1912,  from  Cleveland,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  to  Macon,  in  the  State  of  Georgia,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article  designed  and  intended  as  an  insecticide,  called  "Nox-I-Cide", 
which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  a  package  labeled  and  branded  as  follows: 
"Nox-I-Cide  A  Soluble  Disinfectant,  Deodorant  and  Germ  Destroyer  *  *  *  The 
G.  E.  Conkey  Co.  Cleveland,  O.  U.  S.  A.  This  package  contains  12%  water.  Guar- 
anteed by  The  G.  E.  Conkey  Company  under  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  its  strength  and 
purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  of  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  this, 
that  the  label  on  the  package  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  ''This  package  contains 
12%  water,"  whereas  the  article  in  fact  and  in  truth  contained  more  than  twelve  per 
cent  water.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  this,  that  the  label 
on  the  package  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "This  package  contains  12%  water," 
whereas  the  article  in  fact  and  in  truth  contained  more  than  12%  water.  Misbranding 
of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to 
wit,  water,  and  neither  was  the  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  substance  correctly 
stated  and  the  substance  stated  to  be  inert,  nor  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts 
of  each  and  every  ingredient  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties  stated  on 
the  label. 

On  February  16, 1915,  the  defendant,  The  G.  E.  Conkey  Co.,  entered  a  plea  of  guilty 
to  the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  SI,  1915. 

Note.— As  respects  inert  ingredients  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910  requires  that  there  must  appear,  plainly 
and  correctly  stated,  on  the  label  either  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  inert  ingredient,  or  the 
name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  inert 
ingredients. 
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179.  Misbranding  of  "Insect  Exterminator."   U.  S.  v.  Simon  Adelson.   Plea  of  guilty.  Fine, 

S25  and  costs.   (I.  &  F.  No.  218.   Dom.  No.  7044.) 

On  February  5,  1915,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Ohio, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  Simon  Adelson,  trading  and  doing 
business  under  the  name  of  The  United  States  Refining  Co.,  at  Cleveland,  Ohio, 
alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  July  5,  1912,  from  Cleveland,  in 
the  State  of  Ohio,  to  Galesburg,  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article 
designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide,  called  "Insect  Exterminator," 
which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article 
was  contained  in  six  cans,  each  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  "Insect  Extermina- 
tor. Our  Insect  Exterminator  will  keep  your  cattle  perfectly  clean  and  healthy  and 
you  will  find  that  you  will  save  a  great  deal  of  feed  and  annoyance  to  the  cattle  them- 
selves if- you  will  use  our  Insect  Exterminator  according  to  our  directions.  *  *  * 
Prepared  by  The  United  States  Refining  Co.  Cleveland,  Ohio." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an 
inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages 
of  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingre- 
dient, were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of 
the  article  having  insecticidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert 
ingredient  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages 
of  the  article. 

On  February  15,  1915,  the  defendant,  Simon  Adelson,  entered  a  plea  of  guilty,  and 
the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  31,  1915. 

180.  Misbranding  of  "Pyxol.''   TJ.  S.  v.  Barrett  Manufacturing  Co.   Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  S50 

and  costs.    (I.  &  F.  No.  266.    Dom.  Nos.  5201,  8393.) 

At  the  June  term,  1914,  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern 
District  of  Pennsylvania,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  said  district,  acting  upon  the 
report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  said  court,  in  two  counts, 
against  the  Barrett  Manufacturing  Co.,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  a  corporation,  alleging 
violations  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

In  the  first  count  of  the  information  it  was  alleged  that  the  Barrett  Manufacturing 
Co.  shipped  and  delivered  for  shipment,  on  August  23,  1912,  from  Philadelphia,  in 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  to  Washington,  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  a  quantity 
of  an  article  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  a  fungicide,  called  "Pyxol,"  which 
was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  The  article  was  contained  in  six 
bottles,  each  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  "The  Non-toxic  Bactericide  Pyxol 
Guaranteed  Rideal-Walker  Co-efficient — 20  Pyxol  The  Standardized  Disinfectant 
Guaranteed  Rideal-Walker  Coefficient  for  B.  Typhosus — 20.  Pyxol  is  a  non-poisonous 
and  non-caustic  disinfectant;  it  is  supplied  in  concentrated  form  and  for  general  use 
should  be  diluted  with  water.  See  directions.  Pyxol  is  free  from  carbolic  acid;  it 
is  especially  recommended  for  destroying  the  germs  of  typhoid,  tuberculosis,  diph- 
theria and  all  highly  infectious  diseases.  Guaranteed  by  Barrett  Mfg.  Co.  under  the 
Food  and  Drugs  Act  June  30,  1906,  Serial  No.  2978.  Manufactured  by  Barrett  Mfg. 
Company,  17  Battery  Place,  New  York." 

In  the  second  count  of  the  information  it  was  alleged  that  the  Barrett  Manufacturing 
Co.  shipped  and  delivered  for  shipment,  on  March  11,  1913,  from  Philadelphia,  in  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania,  to  Baltimore,  in  the  State  of  Maryland,  a  quantity  of  an  article 
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designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  a  fungicide,  called  "Pyxol,"  which  was  mis- 
branded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  The  article  was  contained  in  six  bottles, 
each  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  "Pyxol  The  Standardized  Disinfectant  Guar- 
anteed Rideal-Walker  Co-efficient  for  B.  Typhosus— 20.  Pyxol  is  a  non-poisonous 
and  non-caustic  disinfectant;  it  is  supplied  in  concentrated  form  and  for  general  use 
should  be  diluted  with  water.  See  Directions.  Pyxol. is  free  from  carbolic  acid;  it 
is  especially  recommended  for  destroying  the  germs  of  typhoid,  tuberculosis,  diph- 
theria and  all  highly  infectious  diseases.  Guaranteed  by  Barrett  Mfg.  Co.  under 
the  Food  and  Drugs  Act,  June  30,  1906.  Serial  Number  2978.  Guaranteed  by  Barrett 
Manufacturing  Company  under  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  Serial  No.  52.  Manufac- 
tured by  Barrett  Mfg.  Company  17  Battery  Place,  New  York." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  shipped  into  the  District  of  Columbia  was  alleged  in  the 
first  count  of  the  information  in  that  the  article  was  a  fungicide,  and  that  the  words 
and  statements  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "The  Non-toxic  Bactericide  Pyxol," 
and  "Pyxol  is  a  non-poisonous  and  non-caustic  disinfectant,"  borne  on  the  labels 
on  the  bottles  of  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading  in  that  they  conveyed  the 
meaning  and  impression  that  the  article  was  non-toxic,  non-poisonous,  and  non- 
caustic,  and  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser  thereof  in  to  the  belief  that  it  was  non-toxic,  non-poisonous,  and  non- 
caustic;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  was  not  non-toxic,  was  not  non- 
poisonous,  and  was  not  non-caustic. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  shipped  into  the  State  of  Maryland  was  alleged  in  the 
second  count  of  the  information  in  that  the  article  was  a  fungicide  and  that  the  state- 
ment regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "Pyxol  is  a  non-poisonous  and  non-caustic  disin- 
fectant," borne  on  the  labels  on  the  bottles  of  the  article,  was  false  and  misleading  in 
that  it  was  calculated  to  convey  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the  article  was  non- 
poisonous  and  non-caustic;  and  that  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mis- 
lead the  purchaser  thereof  into  the  belief  that  it  was  non-poisonous  and  non-caustic; 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  was  not  non-poisonous  and  was  not  non- 
caustic. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  in  each  of  the  respective 
counts  of  the  information  in  that  the  article  was  a  fungicide,  and  that  it  consisted  par- 
tially of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert 
ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels 
on  the  bottles  of  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the 
inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingre- 
dient of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingre- 
dients present  in  the  article  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of 
the  labels  on  the  bottles  of  the  article. 

On  December  21,  1914,  the  defendant,  the  Barrett  Manufacturing  Co.,  entered  a 
plea  of  guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50  and  costs. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  SI,  1915. 

181.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Sani-Genic  Cedar  Oil  Compound  Polish."   U.  S.  v. 

Ninety-seven  Cases  of  Sani-Genic  Cedar  Oil  Compound  Polish.  Consent  decree  of 
condemnation.  Product  released  on  bond.  (I.  &  F.  No.  205.  Dom.  Nos.  8409,  8416, 
8417,  8418,  S.  12.) 

On  November  25,  1913,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  a  libel  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  praying  condemnation  and  for- 
feiture of  ninety-seven  cases  of  an  insecticide  known  and  sold  as  1  'Sani-Genic  Cedar 
Oil  Compound  Polish;"  twenty-seven  of  said  cases,  each  containing  one-half  gross 
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cans,  each  can  purporting  to  contain  one  pint  of  the  insecticide;  twenty-four  of  said 
cases  each  containing  one-half  gross  cans,  each  can  purporting  to  contain  one  quart  of 
the  insecticide;  twenty-four  of  said  cases  each  containing  two  dozen  cans,  each  can 
purporting  to  contain  one-half  gallon  of  the  insecticide;  and  the  remaining  twenty- 
two  of  said  cases  each  containing  one  dozen  cans,  each  can  purporting  to  contain  one 
gallon  of  the  insecticide.  It -was  alleged  further  that  the  insecticide  had  been,  on  or 
about  October  1,  1913,  transported  from  Cincinnati,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  to  Philadel- 
phia, in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  and  there  remained  in  the  original,  unbroken 
packages. 

Adulteration  of  the  insecticide  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  its  strength  and  purity 
fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  this,  that  the 
insecticide  was  designated  on  its  label  as  " Cedar  Oil  Compound,"  thereby  indicating 
that  cedar  oil  was  the  principal,  or  one  of  the  principal,  ingredients,  whereas,  in  truth 
and  in  fact,  cedar  oil,  if  present  at  all,  was  present  only  in  a  small  amount,  and  not  in 
sufficient  quantity  to  entitle  the  insecticide  to  be  so  designated. 

Misbranding  of  the  insecticide  was  alleged  in  the  libel  (1)  in  that  each  of  the  cans 
contained  in  the  cases  bore  a  label  containing  statements  regarding  the  insecticide 
which  were  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  each  of  the  cans  was  labeled  and  branded  so 
as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  thereof:  (a)  in  this,  that  each  of  the  cans  pur- 
porting to  contain  one  pint  of  the  insecticide  bore  on  the  label  thereof  the  statement, 
"Net  measure  one  pint,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  each  of  said  cans  contained 
less  than  one  pint  of  the  insecticide;  and  (6)  in  this,  that  each  of  the  cans  purporting 
to  contain  one  quart  of  the  insecticide  bore  on  the  label  thereof  the  statement,  "Net 
measure  one  quart,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  each  of  said  cans  contained  less 
than  one  quart  of  the  insecticide;  and  (c)  in  this,  that  each  of  the  cans  purporting  to 
contain  one-half  gallon  of  the  insecticide  bore  on  the  label  thereof  the  statement, 
"Net  measure  half  gallon,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  each  of  said  cans  contained 
less  than  one-half  gallon  of  the  insecticide;  and  (d)  in  this,  that  each  of  the  cans  pur- 
porting to  contain  one  gallon  of  the  insecticide  bore  on  the  label  thereof  the  statement, 
"Net  measure  one  gallon,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  each  of  the  said  cans  con- 
tained less  than  one  gallon  of  the  insecticide;  and  (e)  in  this,  that  each  of  the  cans 
contained  in  the  ninety-seven  cases  bore  on  the  label  thereof  the  statement,  "Cedar 
Oil  Compound,"  thereby  indicating  that  the  insecticide  contained  cedar  oil  as  the 
principal,  or  one  of  the  principal,  ingredients,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  cedar  oil, 
if  present  at  all,  was  present  only  in  a  small  amount  and  not  in  sufficient  quantity  to 
entitle  the  insecticide  to  be  so  designated;  and  (/)  in  this,  that  each  of  the  cans  con- 
tained in  the  ninety-seven  cases  bore  on  the  label  thereof  the  statement,  "Kills  all 
germs,"  which  statement  was  false  in  that  the  insecticide  did  not  kill  all  germs;  and 
(g)  in  this,  that  each  of  the  cans  contained  in  the  ninety-seven  cases  bore  on  the  label 
thereof  the  statement,  "Non-inflammable,"  which  statement  was  false  in  that  the 
insecticide  was  inflammable. 

Misbranding  of  the  insecticide  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  in  package  form 
and  the  contents  were  stated  on  the  outside  of  the  package  in  terms  of  measure,  but 
were  not  correctly  stated:  (a)  in  this,  that  the  label  on  each  of  the  cans  purporting  to 
contain  one  pint  of  the  insecticide  bore  the  statement,  "Net  measure  one  pint," 
which  was  incorrect  in  that  each  of  the  said  cans  contained  less  than  one  pint  of  the 
insecticide;  and  (6)  in  this,  that  the  label  on  each  of  the  cans  purporting  to  contain 
one  quart  bore  the  statement,  "Net  measure  one  quart,"  which  was  incorrect  in  that 
each  of  the  said  cans  contained  less  than  one  quart;  and  (c)  in  this,  that  the  label  on 
each  of  the  cans  purporting  to  contain  one-half  gallon  of  the  insecticide  bore  the  state- 
ment, "Net  measure  half  gallon,"  which  was  incorrect  in  that  each  of  the  said  cans 
contained  less  than  one-half  gallon  of  the  insecticide;  and  (d)  in  this,  that  the  label 
on  each  of  the  cans  purporting  to  contain  one  gallon  of  the  insecticide  bore  the  state- 
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ment,  "Net  measure  one  gallon,"  which  was  incorrect  in  that  each  of  the  said  cans 
contained  less  than  one  gallon  of  the  insecticide. 

On  January  8, 1915,  the  case  having  come  on  for  hearing,  and  the  claimant,  Artman- 
Treichler  Co.,  a  corporation,  having  filed  an  answer  denying  the  allegations  of  the 
libel  and  said  answer  having  been  withdrawn  by  consent  of  counsel,  it  was  ordered, 
adjudged,  and  decreed  by  the  court  that  the  product  was  misbranded  as  set  forth  in 
the  libel,  and  that  the  same  be  condemned  and  be  disposed  of,  or  delivered  to  claimant 
upon  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  proceedings  and  the  execution  of  a  bond  in  the 
sum  of  $1,000,  in  conformity  with  section  10  of  the  act. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  SI,  1915. 
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